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Before the
Federal CommunicationsCommission

Washington, DC. 20554

)
In theMatterof )

)
E911 Requirementsfor IP-EnabledService ) WC DocketNo. 05-196
Providers )

________________________________________________________________________________________ )

REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuantto Sections1.415 and 1.419 of theCommission’srules,47 C.F.R. §~1.415

and 1.419, and the Commission’sPublic Notice, DA 05-1905, releasedJune 29, 2005,

AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) respectfully submitsthesereply commentson the Commission’s

Notice of ProposedRulemaking regarding E911 requirementsfor IP-enabledservice

providers.’

I. THERE IS A NEED FOR FURTHER ACTION.

Thecommentsoverwhelminglydemonstratethatcurrenttechnologycannotdeliver

thetypeofemergencyE9 11 capabilitiesthat manydesirefrom Voice over InternetProtocol

(“VoIP”) services,servicesthatwill increasinglyreplacecircuit-switchedlocal exchange

services.Evenif the industryis ableto comply fully with theCommission’smandateby

November28, 2005,theE911 capabilitiesthatwill be availablewill notbeacomplete

long-termsolution. Consequently,furtheractionis neededif theCommissionis goingto

First ReportandOrderandNoticeofProposedRulemaking,FCC05-116,In theMattersof
IP-EnabledServices,WC DocketNo. 04-36 (“V0IP E911 Order” or “June 3 Order”), and
E911 RequirementsFor IP-EnabledServiceProviders,WC DocketNo. 05-196(“NPRIvJ” or
“Notice”), releasedJune 3, 2005, publishedin 70 Fed. Reg. 37,273 and 37,307 (June29,
2005).
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reachits ultimategoalofensuringthat all endusercustomershaveaccessto desired911

servicesirrespectiveoftheunderlyingtechnologyusedto delivertheir local exchange

service.

While theCommission’sJune3 Order tooka significantfirst step in movingthe

entireVoIP industrytowardsuniversalimplementationofE9 11 capabilites,solvingthe

issuessurroundingnomadicuseofVoIP devices(whichwill grow evenmoreprevalentas

widespreadsoftwaredevelopmentanddeploymentpermits computersand otherdevicesto be

usedfor voicecommunications)hasprovento be difficult. In November,evenafterAT&T

adoptstheproceduresto implementE9 11 capabilitiesto complywith theJune3 Order,

AT&T will bedependentoncustomersto enterandmaintainavalid registereduseraddress

in orderto deliverE911 serviceto thecustomer.Whencustomersmovetheirdevice(be it a

telephoneadapter,a telephoneorotherequipment)to an areawhereE911 capabilityis

available,theymustre-entertheirnewaddressin orderto re-establishE9 11 functionality.

To avoidthis,technologymustbe developedto enableVoIP providersautomatically

to recognizewhentheircustomershavemovedtheirVoIP deviceandinstantlyupdatetheir

recordsto reflect thecustomer’snewlocation,validatetheaddressto the extentrequiredfor

E911 industrydatabaserelianceandthenupdatetheappropriateE9 11 databasesin orderto

provideup-to-the-minutecorrectinformationto theappropriatePSAP-- without anyaction

bythecustomer.Until this challengeis addressed,the Commissionwill not haveachieved

its goalofprovidingall consumersE911 capabilitywheneverandhoweverVoIP services

maybe used.This proceedingshouldbe utilized to identify thebestmethodandprocessto

addressthis issue.
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONVENE A JOINT TASK FORCE TO
IDENTIFY THE BEST SOLUTION TO ADDRESS ISSUES ARISING FROM
THE NOMADIC USEOF VOIP DEVICES.

The Commissionacknowledgedin theNPRM(~J57) that “currently thereis no way

for portableVoIP providersreliably andautomaticallyto providethe locationinformationto

PSAPsfor theseserviceswithout the customer’scooperation.” All major VoIP providers,

including the major local exchangecarriers,appearto agreethat giventhe lackof technical

solutionsto solve theremainingnomadicissues,adoptionof additional ruleson thoseissues

would be unwise.

For example,the VON Coalition points out (at 4-5) that it and NENA arealready

actively working in collaborationwith other industry groups, suchasthe Next Generation

9-1-1 Forum, the Network Reliability and InteroperabilityCouncil (“NRIC”), the Internet

Engineering Task Force (“IETF”) and emergencyservices providers to develop a

“featurerich, IP-enabledemergencyresponsesystem.” OtherVoIP serviceproviders2and

themajorlocal exchangecarriers3similarly showthat thebestmeansto addressthis issueis

through collaborative industry action, not additional regulation. What the Commission

should order, however, is a deadline for that task force to developrecommendationsfor

implementingsolutions to VoIP mobility issueswhich could form the basis of trials and

future rulesto ensureuniversalE911 availability.

To achievethis goal, the Commissionshould convenea joint agency/ industry /

emergencyrespondertask forcethat includesall necessaryindustry participants,including

VoIP providers,ILECs, andPSAPadministrators,to addresstheseremainingissuesand aid

2 See,e.g., iPosi, Inc. at4; UnitedOnlineInc. at 3-4, 11; CompTelat 2; Earthlink Inc. at 1-3;

RNK, Inc. at2; seealso Vonageat 2-4,9.
~ SBC at 3-6; Verizon at 2-4; Qwestat 1, 5, 8; BellSouth at 5-6. Seealso USTA at 2;
Time WarnerInc. at 7-9.
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in developinga consensussolutionthatcanbe implementeduniversally. Thiswill enablethe

industry and the agencyto completethe implementationof rules currently scheduledto

becomeeffectiveonNovember28, 2005,andgainsomeexperiencein operatingunderthose

rules before ascertainingwhat, if any, additional rules and funding for enhancementsto

public segmentsof 911 call completionsystemsarerequiredto enablethe industryto achieve

universal E911 capability without reliance on customer action. Imposing additional

requirementsat this time might impair the ability of the industryto meet the November28

deadline,and adoptrequirementsthatmay not bepossibleto meet,at leastby the proposed

June1, 2006 implementationdate.

Thecreationof ajoint agency/ industry/ emergencyrespondertaskforcewill enable

the Commissionand the industry working collectively to take advantageof important

developmentwork and significantresourcesthat havealreadybeenexpendedin examining

the issuesandpotential solutions. For example,theVON Coalition explainsthat it hasbeen

working with the National EmergencyNumberingAssociation(“NENA”) for nearly two

yearson technicaland policy solutionsto VoIP E-9-1-1 issuesundera joint agreement,and

that thoseefforts couldproduceworkable,real-worldsolutions. Id. at 3-4. Moreover,the

task force should considernationwide standardsand enhancementsto public emergency

responders’systems and such issues as nationwide mobility of services and possible

convergencewith wirelessE911 solutions.

This view -- that a cooperativeapproachcanmost effectively developsolutions to

meettheE911 needsofIP-basedservicescustomers-- is sharedby numerousotherindustry

groups. For example,NENA (at 10) agreesthattheCommissionshould notadoptadditional

regulationsatthis time, “but should encouragecooperativestandardsdevelopmentprocesses
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to addressimportant issues.” The Information Technology Industry Council (“ITI”),

representingthe Nation’s leading information technologycompanies,including computer

hardwareand software, Internetservices,and wireline andwirelessnetworkingcompanies,

statesthat a June2006 deadlinemay not be achievableand could becounter-productiveto

“the Commission’sgoaloffacilitating developmentof effectivegeographiclocationsensing

technologies.”ITI at 1, 5. CTIA agreesthatthe Commission“shouldprovide interconnected

VoIP serviceproviderswith the flexibility to identify the best solution to meet the VoIP

E911 goals.” CTIA at 7.

As AT&T showedin its comments(at 8, n.9) and asnumerousothercommenters

haveurged,the Commissionalso shouldrefrain at this time from taking further actionon a

numberof ancillary issuesraisedin theNPRM,andissuesasto interpretationofits recently

adoptedrules.4 Action on manyof theseitemswould beprematurebecausetheycanbestbe

addressedby industryandmarketplaceinitiativesandtheirresolutionwould benefitfrom the

experiencegainedin implementingthe regulationsthat takeeffect in November2005. Any

uncertaintyas to the exact requirementsof those regulations is best resolved by the

Commissionquickly consideringand resolving the petitions for clarification of the VoIP

E911 Order filed by severalparties.5

~ Theseissuesinclude adoptionof performancestandardsfor updatingRegisteredLocation
information; the requirementsfor interconnectedVoIP servicesin geographicareaswhere
PSAPsarenot connectedto a SelectiveRouter;treatmentof wirelessbroadbandconnections;
additional customeracknowledgementrequirements;carrier reporting requirements,and
otheroperationalandadministrativeissues.
~ SeeJointPetitionfor ClarificationoftheNationalEmergencyNumberAssociationandthe
Voice on theNet (VON) Coalition,WC DocketNos.04-36and05-196,filed July 29, 2005;
Petitionfor Reconsideration/Clarificationand/orWaiverby Comptel,WC DocketNos. 04-36
and 05-190, filed July 29, 2005; Petition of T-Mobile USA, Inc. for Clarification, WC
DocketNos.04-36and 05-196,filed July 29, 2005.
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The Commission can, however, take one immediate action to facilitate E9 11

implementationfor VoIP. While AT&T and other entities,including NENA are working

independentlyto developa comprehensivelist of selectiverouters,determiningthe location

ofselectiveroutersoperatedby small carriersor in less populatedareashasprovendifficult.

To eliminatethis roadblock,AT&T recommendsthat the Commissionrequire all operators

of selectiveroutersto populatein a centralrepository,suchasTelecordia’s Local Exchange

Routing Guide (LERG) Section 15 database,key fields including state,county, location

(CLLI code),and owner. This is essentialbecausewithoutsuchinformationVoIP providers

cannotensuretheir911 serviceis in compliancewith the FCC’s requirements.In addition,

theCommissionshouldrequirethattheLECsallow accessto ALl databasesfor the full E91 1

solution to be delivered, i.e., that the 911 call and customerlocations information are

deliveredto aPSAPatthesametime.

In short, there is a virtually unanimousconsensuswithin the industrythat giventhe

existingstateoftechnology,a cooperativeapproachwill providethe bestandfastestvehicle

to establishguidelinesto solvetheremainingE9 11 issuescausedby themobility ornomadic

featureoftheVoIP services.Solvingthoseissuesis critically importantto accomplishingthe

public safetygoalsof ensuringuniversalE911 accessibilitythat theCommissionidentifiedin

theJune3 Order. Further,AT&T recommendsthattheCommissionappointajoint agency/

industry / emergencyrespondertask force which includesentities like NENA, the VON

Coalition,otherindustryparticipantsandPSAPadministratorsto examinepotentialsolutions

and report back to the FCC promptly with recommendationsas how to bestaddressthe

deficienciesthatpreventthedesiredE9 11 accessevenafterVoIP providerscomply with the

obligationsof theCommission’sJune3 Order.
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III. THE COMMENTS CONFIRM THAT E911 REQUIREMENTS SHOULD NOT
BE EXPANDED BEYOND FULLY INTERCONNECTED SERVICES.

The Commission has held that consumerexpectationsare the touchstonefor

determiningwhetherE911 capability should be requiredwith a particularservice.6 As the

Commission stated, “a service that enables a customer to do everything (or nearly

everything) the customercould do using an analog telephone,and more, can at least

reasonablybe expectedandrequiredto route 911 calls to theappropriatedestination.”7 The

commentsdemonstratepersuasivelythatunderthis standard911 requirementsshouldnot be

generallyextendedbeyondfully interconnectedservices,and specifically not to one-way,

in-boundonly,or outbound-onlybusinessservices.

Thereis a broadagreementamongthe commentersthat with servicesthat offer only

limited capability, suchas specializedinbound-onlyor outbound-onlycalling capability for

businesscustomers,thereis no reasonableexpectationthat the servicecanbe usedto call

911, andthereforeno basisto adoptrulesto coversuchservices.8Unidirectionalservicesare

typically sold for a specializedapplication,to businesscustomers,andnot to replace“regular

telephoneservice.” 911 Order, ¶ 23.~Whetherservicesare IP-basedor circuit-switched

should not alter theirE911 obligations. The Commission’sjustified interestin solving for

6 E911 Order,¶ 23.
7Id.
8 See,e.g., ITI at 3-5; TelecommunicationsSystems,Inc. at 4; BellSouthat 7; UnitedOnline

at 4-6; Joint Comments of Center for Democracy & Technology, Computer &
CommunicationsIndustry Association, Electronic Frontier Foundation and Pulver.com
(“Joint Commenters”)at 11; SBC at 4-5; CompTel at 5; Qwest at 4; Skype at 4-10;
Time Warnerat 7-8.
~ As SBCat 6, pointsout, “the threewidely reportedincidentsofVoIP 911 failurethat were
broughtto the Commission’sattention,all involved a residentialcustomerwho purchaseda
VoIP servicesasareplacementfor theirtraditionaltelephoneservice.”
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E91 1 wherecustomersexpectE91 1 shouldnot be misinterpretedto applyE911 obligations

on certainVoIP servicesif E9 11 obligationsdo notapply to comparablewireline services.

For example,AT&T hasseveralbusinessofferings that allow customersto place

voicecalls over servicesthatwereoriginally designedto handledatatraffic. AT&T refersto

theseservicesas“Voice over” the particulardataapplicationinvolved, suchasVoice over

ManagedInternet Service (“V0MIS”). These servicesare originated at large business

locations, generallyusing T-1 level accessor higher. This service arrangementallows

customersto moreefficiently utilize nodalfacilities which theypurchasedto meettheirdata

needs. Dependinguponthe customer’sserviceconfiguration,these“Voice over” calls are

generallyplaced “on-net”, i.e., to other customer-ownedlocations. Thosecalls that are

“off-net” arecarriedover AT&T’s IP network and then terminatedusing standardaccess

facilities. These“Voice over” servicesare not marketedasa substitutefor local serviceand

areinvariably sold to sophisticatedbusinesscustomerswho havetheirown PBX andretain

local connectivity that alreadyprovides 911 capability. Thesecustomersknow that such

servicesareusedfor specializedbusinesscommunicationsneedsand do not expectthemto

functionlike “regulartelephoneservice.” Imposinga 911 obligationon suchserviceswould

serve no valid purposeand would imposeunnecessaryinefficiencies and costs, which

customerswould ultimatelyhaveto bear.’°

10 As severalcommenterspoint out, therewould alsobea numberof difficult technicaland

operationalissuesinvolved in attemptingto provide911 capability with suchservices. See,
e.g.,VON Coalitionat4; Unitedat4-6; AT&T at 9; ITI at4.
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IV. CONSUMER PRIVACY ISSUES AND ACCESS FOR PERSONS WITH
DISABILITIES SHOULD BE FURTHER EXAMINED IN SEPARATE
PROCEEDINGS.

The commentingparties all recognizethe importanceof protectingthe privacy of

customerinformation, including customerlocation information, which will becomemore

widelyavailableto VoIP serviceproviderswhenALl is fully implemented.The comments,

however,proposea numberof different meansfor addressingthis issue. Severalparties

proposeextending the sameprivacy protectionsto VoIP servicesas currently apply to

wireline andwirelessservices.11 Othersproposea newapproachthat would allow end-users

to control the use of customerlocation information or opt out of location identification

capabilityaltogether.’2 Yet othercommenterspoint out that theyalreadycarefully safeguard

the useof customerinformation in theirpossessionand seeno needfor the Commissionto

adoptadditional safeguardsat this time.13 ITI (at 8) suggestscreationofa working groupto

addressprivacyconcernsand potential technicalbarriersto applicationofthe provisions of

Section222of theAct to IP-enabledservices.Manycommenters,regardlessof thepositions

they advocate,urge the Commissionto considerthis issuein greaterdepthin a separate

docketbeforepromulgatingany additionalprivacyrules.’4

AT&T agreesthat this is the approachthe Commissionshould follow, possibly in

conjunctionwith ITI’s proposedworking group. Furtherstudyof this issuewill allow the

Commission to fully consider novel proposals such as end-usercontrol of customer

information and to considertechnical issuesthat may arisein extendingthe sameprivacy

regulationsfor interconnectedVoIP servicesas apply to wireline and wirelessservices. It

~‘ See,e.g., VON Coalitionat 15; UnitedOnlineat 10; NENA at 15.

12 See,e.g., Joint Commentersat 14; iPosi at 7.

13 See,e.g., AT&T at 14-16;SBCat 13; Time Warnerat 12-13.
14 See,e.g., SBCat 13; ITI at 8; US Telecomat9.
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will also allow the Commissionto better addressconcernsthat increasedregulationsnot

inhibit thetechnologicaldevelopmentofIP-basedservices.15

AT&T also supportsthe proposalof severalcommentersthat the needsof persons

with disabilities bemore thoroughlyconsideredin a separateproceeding. In its comments,

the RehabilitationsEngineeringResearchCenteron TelecommunicationsAccess(“RERC”)

raises a number of valid concernsregardingthe accessibility of E911 servicesfor the

disabled,particularly for deaf, hard of hearing,and speech-impairedconsumers. AT&T

(at 13) hasproposedcreationof a taskforceto addresssuchconcernsandpublicly reportits

findingsby June1, 2006,and periodicallythereafter.AT&T recognizestheneedto address

the concernsraisedby RERCbut urgesthat the bestapproachfor doing so is not to adopt

additional regulationsat this time, but ratherallow the industryto developsolutions (under

the Commission’saegis) which may resolvethe problemsRERC identifies. The VON

Coalition (at 20-21)points out that the industry is alreadymoving forward to ensurethat

interconnectedVoIP servicesare capableof being usedby hearing and speech-impaired

personsandurgestheCommissionnot to inhibit sucheffortswith undueregulation. NENA

(at 16) also notes that the Network Reliability and InteroperabilityCouncil is addressing

accessto VoIP servicesfor disabledpersons. AT&T believes this would be the most

productiveapproachto providing timely, practical solutions to issuesof accessfor the

disabled.

~ SeeUSTA at 9.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoingreasons,AT&T urgesthe Commissionto conveneajoint agency/

industry / emergencyrespondertask force to identify the best solution to addressissues~

arising from nomadicuseof VoIP devices,rather than adopting new rules at this time.

Privacy concernsand the needsof disableduserswill continue to be addressedby the

industryandshouldbe consideredin greaterdepthin separatedockets.

Respectfullysubmitted,

AT&T Corp.

By /s/ JudySello
LeonardJ. Cali
LawrenceJ.Lafaro
JudySello
Mart Vaarsi
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